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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

James Leon Fitzgerald appeal s from the 180-month sentence

imposed following his guilty pleas to conspiracy to possess with the
intent to distribute and to distribute cocaine, 21 U.S.C.A. 8 846 (West
Supp. 1998), and using or carrying a firearm during and in relation

to adrug trafficking offense, 18 U.S.C.A. § 924(c) (West Supp.
1999). Fitzgerald claims that the district court abused its discretion
when it denied his motion to withdraw his plea and his motion for the
appointment of hew counsel and that his counsel provided ineffective
assistance of counsel.

We have thoroughly reviewed the record and find that the district
court did not abuse its discretion when it denied Fitzgerald's motion
to withdraw his plea. See United Statesv. Moore, 931 F.2d 245, 248
(4th Cir. 1991). We further find that Fitzgerald failed to demonstrate
that atotal lack of communication existed between him and his attor-
ney such that his attorney could not adequately represent him at sen-
tencing. We therefore conclude that the district court did not abuse its
discretion when it refused to appoint new counsel. See United States
v. Mordley, 64 F.3d 907, 918 (4th Cir. 1995). We decline to address
on direct review hisindependent claim of ineffective assistance of
counsdl. See United Statesv. Hoyle, 33 F.3d 415, 418 (4th Cir. 1994).
Accordingly, we affirm Fitzgerald's convictions and sentence. We
dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and argu-
ment would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



